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Validity 

/ 

Research was conducted to develop and gather evidence 
of validity for a normative process model to be used by community 
adult education councils in establishing priority among 
community-level ' needs. The study design was based on a five-stage 
problem solving, systems model involving exploration, model building, 
design and development, validation, and implementation. A prototype 
process model utilizing a rating scale was developed to determine 
priorities based on (1) contribution to goals--the goal's importance 
'fo the nepd and the need's contribution to the goal definition, (2) 
magnitude of discrepanc y--aiscr epancy betweer. the present and valued 
fu*ur*» situation, (3) immediacy--immediacy of attention the need 
requires, (t») instrumental value--ef f ect meeting one need has on 
meeting other needs, (5) resource a vailabilit y--current resource 
availability for meeting *he need, and (6) commitment to 
change — relevant publics' commitment to eliminating discrepancies 
bo+ween the oresent and future situation. Th^ decision-making body_ 
assigns weights to the criteria. Judgments using individual criteria 
' are made on a 0-10 scale. Twenty-one research questions were 

formulated covering the five dimensions of model validity. Tt was 
concluded that the model must be refined but that it hol'ls promis"* as 
a tool for prioritizing n*>eds. (The supplementary materials contain 
information on the criteria and ra*-inq scales.) (CSS) 
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DEVELOP>ENT AND VALIDATION OF A NORhtATIVE PROCESS 
MODEL FOR DETERMINING PRIORITY OF NEED IN 
COMMUNlTi" ADULT EDUCATION 



By Thomas J. Sork* 
Introduction 

Determining priorities involves deciding which entity, from a defined 
set of competing entities, will be attended to first, which attended to 
second, third, fourth, et cetera, until all entities are placed in an 
ordered sequence. This ordered sequence can then be used to preferentially 
allocate available resources. In the face of finite resources and pro- 
liferating human needs, the necessity of establishing priorities has become 
axiomatic. Yet little attention has been given in the literature to this 
special instance of decision making. 

Purpose 

The overall purpose of this research effort was to develop and gather 
evidence of validity for a normative process model which can be used by 
community adult education councils to establish priority among community- 
level needs. The following objectives were considered instrumental to the 
attainment of this purpose: 

1. To determine, by reviewing available literature, the state of the 
art of setting priorities:, 
,2. To formulate a conceptual framework which would serve as a founda- 
tion on which the model could be developed; 
3. To develop a testable "working prototype'' of the model based on 

explicit design specifications; and 
4 To test the "working prototype" in a representative environment 
• for purposes of gathering evidence regarding the model s valxdxty 
(how well it did what it was designed to do). 

Review of Literature 

Space limitations herein prohibit providing a complete review of the^ 
literature related to determining priorities. A complete review of this 
/research can be found in Sork (1978). This section will provide the reader 
I only an overview of the literature and several generalizations drawn from it 
' by the author. 

Educational literature generally had not, until the early 1970' s, drawn 
attention to the complex process of setting priorities. If this literature 
Is reflective of contemporary concerns related to the process of education, 
then not many educators have been concerned with how or why priorities are 
established. Those involved in the quest to systemitize educational planning 
seem to have overlooked this process. Since 1970, however, the list of 
publications which at least contain some reference to this process has in- 
creased substantially. Most of these publications remain of a very fugitive 
nature. 

^Department ojB Adult and Continuing Education, University of Nebraska, 
61 Henzlik Hall, Lincoln, Nebraska 68588 
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Knowles (1970). Houle (1972) and Harrington (1969 each add-ss the need 
to determine priorities (not always using those concepts) in the ^ontext of 
pLnnlnradult education programs. But their contribution xs xn the form of 
suggesSd bases for making priority decisions rather than recommended procedures 
to follow in making such decisions. 

Sweieert (1969), Hoepfner et. al. (1972), Westinghouse Learning Corporation 
(1973)riersJkotitz and Shami (197^0, Opinion Research Corporation (1972) and 
Stake 1972) have developed systems for determining priorxty of needs xn public 
school settings. Generally, these systems include a prescribed set of crxterxa 
and Require some rather gross judgments of importance of meeting needs and . 
adequacrof attainment. Judgments using individual criteria 

a fLal priority value using a wide variety of rules, the bases for whxch are 
not fully explained. 

Sudijarto and Sutjipto (1974) report on a conceptually complex and rigid 
system developed for use at the national level in Indocnina. The bases for 
the^rrulL and procedures are made explicit but the system does not appear 
amenable to changes prompted by different planning contexts. 

Yetlev (1975) developed a system for use by community developers. Like 
most of the Systems designed for use in schools, his "-bines Judgments of 
Importance of meeting a need with current level of fulfillment to yield 
"utility" score. 

Kirschner Associates (1975) and Bowers and Associates (1976) each suggest 
using several bases for making priority decisions but do not provxde a clear 
^aSnale for their 'selection. The former suggests ranking ^^i, f ^^__33,3 
each criterion then summing the ranks to determine prxorxty. The latter suggests 
bating an needs from 1-5 under each criterion, then summing the ratxngs to 
determine priority. 

Several generalizations can be made as a result of reviewing this literature. 
They at" (1) "Appears that only since 1970 has any serious attentxon been 
eiJen to the process of establishing priorities among educational needs goals, 
ofoEiect^ves (2) The most frequently suggested bases for priority decisions 
are iiporiinc; and current level of attainment. (3) In those models which 
TequS co^bi^ing two or more Judgements to yield a ^^-^P^J- ;^/,rn^'°(4) 
there is no consistant technique suggested for makxng such combinatxons. Q^; 
Few of the authors provide an explicit conceptual or theoretical foundatxon. for 
their suggested approach. (5) Few of the approaches allow the decision-making 
gJS o'ch^ose among bases for decisions or to ^^"--^^^^^^ jf.^^^^^r : 
(6) Most authors seem to acknowledge the need to establish P^i°;^;^^f f ^ 
systematic, purposeful way. (7) With few exceptions, .the statements to be 
pCcS ^n ;r?ority order were not well defined. (8) All of the apfroaches 
Reviewed implicitly encourage the user to consider more than one ^^^f ^^'^^^ ^ 
^^ine priority decisions. (9) Most of the suggested bases for .decisions can 
^ pSced in one of two general classifications - - those relatea to importance 
and those related to feasibility. 

Analysis of the criteria proposed in the literature resulted in the develop- 
ment oTellil criteria groups: five related to importance of meeting a need 
and three related to feasibility of meeting a need. 
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Criteria Related to Importance 

Magnitude of discrepancy refers to ^^^^^^ °^ J^^f^J^s. Number affected 

Which needs should be addressed. 
(Criteria Related to Feasibility 

the change from ? present state of affairs to a more va 

.pfer^ to the amount of resources which must be devoted 
Resources required refers to the amount change refers to the 

J 7^ oil nt»r»flQ arp tn be met. rrob apiiity o-^ undus^ ^.^^ 

r '°'=\""hich tie riscreplncrbetween the present ttate oE affairs and valued 
iZll sta* affairs Li bc'reduced sivins existing levels of resources. 

Methodology 

-rx. H.=-tan of this study was based on a five-stage problem-solving strategy 
The design of this stuay was Staee one, exploration, 

known as the "systems-model approach" (Banathy ^^TS). Stage one p ^^^^ 

inrrs^^^i^riror^f^ictd^^^^i^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

accomplished (1) reviewing avaUa. e - J, ,He 

r la":™il s^'elSnl^d'aloL Progra^ planning, co-u«lty need and priority. 
Ind (3) specifying, in a tentative way, what the solMtlon should do. 

decision, made about which alternative seemed most promxsxng. 

<jtA^P three design and development, involves elaborating on the conceptual 
^ode/rnSl'en^^gh're^Ll is specif ied to allow P-^uction of a ^-st wor.xn^^^^ 
prototype. The wor.'.ing prototype in this case was the complete, detail p 
model ready for validation. 

stage four, validation, involves testing the 

reruif^rihr;ve:;Sard^;:irp:^:t"rr;^oduct or solution w^^^^^ 

^" :rst^f':Llj:JoJ5pr:at"oS:c;edTithlr:cri?e^o-unl^y educa- 
tion c;uncn"nDurtam,North CaroUna during July, 1977. Following some revision,, 
rte p^owt^perit "as tested with a second community education councU in 
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Port Coliins, Colorado during November, 1977. In both cases the prototype was 
presented in workshop form using hypothetical needs-assessmcnt data as i"P'>t into 
the decision-making process. The second test, results of which will be reported 
below. Involved seven hours of participant interaction with the procedure inc- 
cluding time spent receiving evaluative feedback, both written and oral. 

Research questions were generated using a matrix consisting of five dlraen- 
Sioiis of model validity (whether model was complete, adaptable, understandable, 
systematic, and acceptable.) and three potential sources of evidence (analysis 
of output from the test, opinions of those involved in the test, and analysis 
of model design). ^ 

Stage five, implementation, involves installing the product or solution and 
assessing the. degree to which it satisfies the need or solves the problem for 
which it was designed. It was not Intended that stage five be completed in this 
study. Additional work must be done before the model can meet all criteria ot 
validity. 



Results 



Results of this research- project are of two types. First, there is the 
prototype process model, development of which formed a large part of this pro- 
ject. Second, there are results of the validation stap.e. 

Description of the Model 

The model is designed to assist community adult education counci] s in the 
task of determining priorities among community-level needs. Needs are defined 
as measureable discrepancies between current states of affairs and more valued 
future states of affairs. It is assumed that needs have been identified and 
that each need can be related to a goal dimension of the good community 
(i.e.. safety, economic efficiency, health, home and family Ixfe, etc.;. 

/ Six criteria are proposed; four which can be classified as Importance 
(criteria and two which can be classified as feasibility criteria. 

^- -Contribution to goals, the first criterion of importance. In "^^^ to^estab- 
lish priority bas eFon two factors: (D how important the goal is to which the 
need relates and (2) how great a contribution the need makes to ^he definition 
of the eoal. The two factors are combined to yield a final priority rating. 
?hose needs which both relate to a goal of high importance and make a relatively 
large contribution to the definition of the goal are given high priority. 

M agnitude of discrepancy is used to establish priority based on the relative 
size ^f the meai^Trable discrepancy between the present state of affairs and 
vi^ued future state of affairs. It is based on ^^e assumption that needs^nvolvxng 
a relatively large change (%) from present states of affairs to ^^^ure states of 
affairs should be given higher priority than needs involving a relatively small 
change. 

Immediacy is used to establish priority based on the degree to which each 
need requires^ immediate attention. It is based op the assumption that needs 
which will increase in intensity (the discrepancy will increase) if no action 
is taken should be given higher priority than neeos which will decease, or 
rLain equal, in intensity if i.o action is taken. Immediacy is determined by 
ISlyzing time-series data for any trends which might indicate that the need is 
becoming more or lass severe over time. 

\ 



Ins trumental value, the fourth criterion of importance, is used to establish 
priority based on the d'egree to which meeting one need will have a positive or 
negative effect on meeting other needs. It is based on the assumption that needs 
which, when met, will increase the likelihood that other needs will be met should 
be considered more important than needs which will decrease the likelihood that 
other needs will be met. 

Availability of resources , the first criterion of feasibility. Is used to 
establish priorityTaiiTVn the degree to which the resources necessary to meet 
the need are currently available. Needr. for which all resources are available 
(or for which none are required) are given higher priority than needs for which 
required resources are not available. ^ 

Commitment to change is used to establish priority based on the degree to 
whic h "relevant "^ilblics" are committed to eliminating the discrepancy between 
the present state of affairs and valued future state of affairs It is based on 
the assumption that needs involving change to which "relevant publics have a 
positive commitment should be given higher priority than needs involving change 
to which "relevant publics" have no commitment. 

Before the criteria can be used, the decision-making body must assign 
weights (multipliers) indicating the relative contribution ^^^^^ c-^^Jf 
^ke to the final priority decision. A criterion assigned a multiplier of two 
would be considered twice as important to the final decision as a criterion • 
assigned a multiple of one. 

Judgments using individual criteria are made on a 0-10 scale, "ith 0 
representSg lowest priority and 10 representing highest priority. To determine 
Hotal priority value for each n.<^ed, individual ratings are first multiplied by 
the criterion weights, then added together. An additive aggregation rule is used 
to make addition or deletion of criteria a simple process.- The operational de- 
finition of each criterion was developed so that a higher priority rating is 
always "better" making an additive vg-r-gation rule possible. A rating rather 
lt7l ranking system was used be.a.s • the latter provides ^^^^ ^'^f "^i-J^^^^^3,,33 
measurement while the former pro.H.aes better idea of the magnitude nf differences 
in priority between needs. 

Resiilts of Validation 

Twenty-one research quesMons were formulated covering the five dimensions 
of model validity presented above. 

Both quantitative and qualitative evidence was collected. In those cases 
where quantitative evidence was involved (e.g. frequency of responses on a 
Likert Scale, percentage of correct answers using magnitude of discrepancy 
criterion), criterion levels were established, i-or example, responses on the 
Likert Scale items were judged to be significant if 80% or more of the respond- 
ents indicated thev "strongly agreed" or "agreed" with a statement (or 'strongly 
disagreed" or "disagreed" if the statement was negative. Each research question 
was accepted or rejectcid based on the available evidence. 

Following are the questions and the answers to each question organized by 
dimension of validity. (See Sork (1978) for a complete discussion of the methods 
used to collect and analyze evidence of model validity). 
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How complete is the model? (1) Does the model contain all elements which • 
appear from the literature to be essential to producing a list of needs in 
priority order? Yes. (2) Did participants in the test produce the desired 
output use of "Ehi model? Yes. (3), .Did participants in each 
of the criteria included in the model as useful? Yes. (A Did partxcxpants 
in the test identify criteria not included in the model which they felt should 
be used to establish priorities among community-level needs? Yes. 

How adap table is the model? (5) Does the model design allow for variation 
in the ty?i; ^n^Tformation inputs? Yes. (6) Does the model design allow for 
variation in value orientations of user groups? Yes. (7) Did the output of 
model testing indicate that the model" was adapted? Yes. (8) Did participants 
in the test perceive that the information required to apply the criteria could 
be easily obtained in the test communi.:y? No. (9) Did participants in the test 
perceive that the information required to apply the criteria could be easily ob- 
tained in most communities? No. (10) Did participants in the test perceive 
the model as being adaptable for use in their community? Yes. Ul> Did parti- 
cipants in the test perceive the model as being adaptable for use in most 
communities? No. (12) Did participants in the test perceive the model as being 
adaptable for ^e in agencies and organizations? No. How understandable is 
the model? (13) Did the output of ^the mdel test ^:^flect an understanding of the 
model' No. (IM Did participants in the test pet^elve that they understood the 
model? ^s. How sys tematic is the model? (15) Doe^ the model design prescribe 
a series"^ rationally - sequenced steps which result in the P""^^^"^ °f 
specified input into desired output? Yes. (16) Did the output of model testing 
make it possible to identify each component of the decision-making process? Yes. 
(17) Did participants in the test perceive the model as an aid tb communication 
of bases for priority decisions? No^ 

How acceptable is the nodel? (18) Did participants in the "^^^ P^^^^^^^^^^^i^^. 
mod el as not to o complex for use in the test community? Yes. (19) Did particl 
pants in the test perceive the model as not too complex for use in most commun- 
l?ies? No. (20) Did participants in the test perceive the tiir.e required to use 
the model" as less than or equal to the amount of time they have to spend on 
making priority decisions? No. (21) When offered a choice between a group- 
generated strategy for deterii^ining priority and the model, would participants in 
the test choose to use the model? Yes. 

Answers to questions 1, 2, 3. 5, 6, 7, 10, lA, 15, 16, 18, and 21 «"PP°f ^^he 
.validity of the model while answers to the others suggest that the model did not 
do what it was designed to do.. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Based on the evidence collected, it is clear that the model must undergo 
substantial refinement before it meets each criterion of validity. At the same 
time, the evidence suggests that the model holds promise as a useful addition 
to the tool chest of those involved in community adult education. Efforts at 
refinement should focus on (1) adding criteria to the model, (2) including an 
explicit step which allows the user group to choose those criteria it wishes to 
use C3) simplifying,or offering alternatives to, the mathematical manipulations 
Required iTlse Le ^odel, (A) improving the clarity of descriptive information 
and worksheets so that the essential elements of the model can be communiQ^a^ed 
in a parsimonious fashion, (5) reducing the amount of time required to apply 
the model. 
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fC \ BRIEF DESCRIPflOJJS OF CRITERIA 



Contribution to Goal's 



This criterion is used to establish priority based on tv;o factors: (1) how 
important the goal is to which the need relates and (2) how great a contribution 
the need makes to the definition of the goal. These tv70 factors are combined to 
yield a final priority rating. Those needs which both relate to a goal of high 
importance and make a relatively large contribution to the definition of the goal 
are given high priority. 

Magnitude of Discrepancy 

This criterion is used to establish priority based on the relative size of 
the "gap" (measurable discrenancy) between the present state of affairs and future 
state of affairs.- It is based on the assumption that needs involving a relatively 
large percent change from PSA to FSA should be given higher priority than needs 
involving a relatively small percent change. 

Immediacy 

This criterion is used to establish priority based on the degree to which 
each need requires immediate attention. It is based on the assumption that needs 
which will increase in intensity if no action is taken should be given higher 
priority than needs which will decrease, or remain equal, in intensity if no 
action is taken. Immediacy is determined by analyzing time-series data for any 
trends which might indicate that the i^eed is becoming more or less severe over 
. time. ' . 

Instrumental Value 

This criterion is used to establish priority based on the degree to which 
meeting one need will have a positive or negative effect on meeting other needs . _ 
It is based on the assumtion that needs which, when met, will increase the likeli- 
hood that other needs will be met should be considered more important than needs 
which will decrease the likelihood that other needs will be met. Each need is 
compared to all other needs to determine the degree to which meeting it will in- 
crease or decrease the likelihood that the other needs will be met. 

Availabil ity of Resources 

This criterion is used to establish priority based on the degree to which the 
resources necessary to meet the need are currently available. Use of this criter- 
ion involves collecting "expert" opinion of the .availability of human, financial, 
physical, hardware, and software resources. Needs for which all resources are 
available (or for which none are required) are given higher priority than needs tor 
which needed resources are not available. 

Commitment to Change 

This criterion is used to establish priority based on the degree to which 
"relevai? publics" are committed to eliminating the discrepancy between the present 
s^ate of affairs (PSA) and valued future stats of affairs (FSA). xt is oased on _ 
IS Llptlr^hlt nLds involving change to which "relevant publics have a posi- 
tive commitment should be given higher priority than needs involving change to 
which "relevant publics" have no commit:r.ent . Using this criterion involve^ identi 
fying "relevant publics," deciding the relative importance or each public s com 
mitment and assessing the commitment to change of aach group. 
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CONTRIBUTION TO GOALS 



This criterion can be used to help you determine the priority of needs 
based on the degree to which each need relates and contributes to the estab- 
lished goals of your group. The assumption underlying this criterion is that 
needs which (1) relate to goals judged of high importance by the group and 
(2) make a relatively large contribution to the definition of the goal should 
be given higher priority than needs which relate to goals of lesser importance 
and make a smaller contribution to the definition of the goal. 

In order to use this criterio^i you will need the following information: 

(a) A list of goals and the "Goal Importance RaTing" (the number between 
0-5) you previously assigned to each goal, and 

(b) A list of needs (measurable discrepancies) . 

The process of using this criterion will involve (1) assigning to each 
need the "Goal Importance Rating" of the goal to which it relates and (2) 
deciding, as a group, the percent contribution that each need makes to the 
definition of Its goal. A helpful way to think about this process is to 
imagine whatl impact removing the need would have on the detinxtxon of the 
coal. If the goal would retain its essential meaning, then the need would 
necessarily make a low percent contribution. If the essential "^^aning^f 
the goal is lost when the need is removed, the need. would necessarily make 
a high percen^t contribution. 

Once thfeSe percents are determined for each need, they will, be converted 
into a "Contribution to Goal Rating" using the fbrmula below. 



Contribution to 
Goal Rating 



Percent Contribution to Goal 
20 



The "Contribution to Goal Rating" will be a number between 0-5. This 
number wil^ then be added to the "Goal Importance Rating" to yield a final 
■ priority rating. This rating can be interpreted using the scale below. 
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Needs with 
this rating 
make 0% 
contribution 
to goals judged 
not important. 



Needs with 
this rating 
make a 100% 
contribution 
to goals judged 
of 

high importance 
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CONTRIBUTION TO GOALS WORKSHEET 



Goal 



Home and Family Life 



) Goal 
tjnRortance 

Rating 

(0-5) 



Need 



HF-1 
HF-2 
HF-3 



Percent 
Contribution 
to Goal 



Contribution 
to Goal 
Rating 
(0-5) 



Priority 
Rating 
(0-10) 



Leisure 



L-1 
L-2 
L-3 



Civic Responsibility 



CR-1 
CR-2 
CR-3 



Economic Efficiency 



EE-1 
EE-2 
EE-3 



Safety 



S-1 
S-2 
S-3 



Health 



H-1 
H-2 
H-3 
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Contribution to 
Goal Rating 



Percent Contribution to Goal 
20 



Priority Rating =■ Go^l Importance 

lei 



Pr.t--.nt> + Contribution to Goal RaTing [ 



MAGNITUDE OF DISCREPANCY 



This criterion can be used to help you determine the priority of 
needs based on the relative size of the gap between the present state 
of affairs (PSA) and valued future state of affairs (FSA) . The assumption 
underlying this criterioB.4s^ t:hat needs which involve a "large" discrepancy 
should be given higher priority than needs which involve a "small" dis- 
crepancy. 

In order to use this criterion you will need only a list of the 
needs (measurable discrepancies). 

The process of using this criterion will involve- calculating the 
percent change between the present state of affairs (PSA) and the valued 
future state of affairs (FSA) for each need. Once this percentage is 
determined, it will be used to assign a rating from 0-10 to each need 
using the scale tielow. 



r 1 T— ^ 1 « « « ' ' ' * 

01 23 A 5 67 89 10 



Highest 
percent 

percent - ^, ^ 

change 



No 
rce 
change 



Two formulas will be useful in this task: 



Percent change 



Difference between PSA and FSA ^ 



100 



and 



PSA 



Priority Rating = Percent change for each need x 10 

Highest percent change 



The resulting priority rating will be a number between 0-10 which 
reflfects the relative magnitude of each need. 
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MAGNITUDE OF DISCREPANCY WORKSHEET 



Need 

HF-1 
HF-2 
HF-3 
L-1 
L-2 
L-3 
CR-1 
CR-2 
CR-3 
EE-1 
EE- 2 
. EE-3 
S-1 
S-2 
S-3 
H-1 
H-2 
H-3 



j pSA 



Highest Priority 
Percent Percent Rating 
FSA I = Diff . -r PSA X 100 = Change -rr Change X 10 = (0-10) 



X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

_X 100 = 

X 100 = 

_X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 

X 100 = 



X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10 
X 10. 
X 10 
X 10 



^ ^ „ _ Difference be tween PSA and FSA v, ^qO 

Percent Change - ^^^^ >^ 



Priority Rating = Percent change for each need 

Highest percent change 
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IMMEDIACY 



This criterion can be used to help you determine che 
needs based on the degree to which each need requires xnonediate attention. 
It is based on the assumption that needs which will increase in ^^^^^f^^V 
if no action is taken should be given higher priority than needs whxch 
Will decrease, or remain equal, in intensity if no actxon rs taken. 

In order to use this criterion you x.ill need to gather time-series 
data (trend information) which will allow you to judge whether the need 
will increase, remain equal, or decrease in intensity if no steps are 
taken to meet it. It should be assumed that if a trend xs evxdent xt 
will continue into the imjnediate future .(defined for our purposes as 
within the next two years). 

The process of using this criterion will involve your studying the 
time-series data and assigning a priority rating to each need usxng the 
scale below. 



t 



Gap will be 
eliminated 
within two years 
if 

no action taken. 



t 



Gap will be 
reduced by 50% 
within two years 
if no action taken 



Gap will remain 
constant 
for the next 
two years 
if 

no action taken. 



'1 



Gap will 
increase by 50% 
within two y 
if no action \ n. 



10 



Gap will 
double 
within two years 
if 

no action taken. 
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INSTRUMENTAL VALUE 
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This criterion can be used to help you determine the priority 
of needs based' on the degree to which meeting one need will have a 
positive or negative effect on meeting other needs. It is based on 
the assumption that needs which, when met, will increase the likeli- 
hood that other needs will be met should be considered more important 
than needs which will decrease the likelihood that other needs will 
be met. 

In order to use iMs criterion you will need only a list of needs 
(measurable discrepancies) . 

The process of using this criterion will involve comparing each 
need with all other needs to determine the degree to which meeting it 
vould increase or decrease the likelihood or the other needs being met. 
If meeting one need will make it more likely that another need will be 
met, the first will be assigned an instrumental value of +1, If meeting 
one need will have no effect on meeting another need, the first need will 
be assigned an instrumental value of 0. If meetir.g one need will make it 
less likely that another need will be met, the first need will be assigned 
an instrumental value of -1. All instrumental values for each need will 
then be summed and the formula and scale below used to determine priority 
rating. 



Sum of instrumental va lues for each need y 
Priority value = ^ Number of needs - 1 ^ 



This priority value will be a number between -10 and +10. In order 
to convert this value to a 0-10 scale, use the conversion scale below. 



Priority Value of 

equivalent to a 
.priority Rating of 



-10 -9 -8 «7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 10 

I — I — I — I — I — I — I — > — 1 — « — \ — > — \ — ^ — \ — * — \ — " — \ 



0 

t 



A need with 
this rating 
has all negative 
instrumental values. 



t 



A need with 
this rating 
has neither postive 

nor negative 
instrumental values 
or has 
equal numbers of each. 



8 9 10 

A need with 
this rating 
has all positive 
instrumental values. 



TNSTMIMENTAL VALUE WORKSHEET 
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Sum of Priority Priority 
Instrumental Value Rating 
Values (-10-+10) (0-10) 



Sum of Instrumenral va lues for each nee d „ 
° tabet of Needs - 1 , 
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AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES 



This criterion can be used to help you distinguish between needs on 
the basis of the degree, to which resources required to meet each need are 
currently available. The assumption underlying this criterion is that 
needs for which resources are readily available should be gxyen higher 
priority than needs for which resources are less readily available. 
Several general classes of resources can be identified which may be 
required if needs are to be met. They are: 

1. Human resources— people with the knowledge and skills necessary 

to bring about the desired change. 

2. Financial resources— the money that will be required. 



3. Physical resources— the facilities that will be required. 

A. Hardware resources— the equipment that will be required. 

5. Software resources— the materials and supplies that will be 

required. 

At this point in the program development process (before objectives 
are formulated and specific responses to needs proposed) it is di"^^"" 
to get precise information regarding what resources are required to satxsfy 
a particular need. Without such information, it would be difficult tor 
the group to determine the degree to which resources are available to 
satisfy each need. Therefore, it is proposed that the best sources of 
Information regarding availability of resources are individuals with ^ 
expertise in the area of each need. Such individuals should be able to 
estimate the decree to which resources are available to meet each need. 

■ These estimates can be obtained in the following manner: Experts in 
each need area are identified and given a complete description of each 
measurable discrepancy. They are then asked to estimate the availability 
of eabh discrete category of resources (i.e., human, financial, physical, 
hardware, software) using the following scale: 



0 = Resources clearly not available 

1 = Resoiirces may be available 

2 = Resources clearly are available or are not required \ 



After the experts make their judgments, the values for each need are 
added together to yield a priority rating betwe^ 0 and 10. A rating of 
10 indicates that each category of resource is clearly available (or not 
required) while a rating of 0 indicates that none of the required resources 
are available. 
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0 8 iewuTcei Clwiiy Not Available 

1 a Resources Hay Be Available 

2 8 Resources Clearly Are Available 

or Are Not Required. 



AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES WORKSHEET 



Need 



Human 
Resources 



Financial 
Resources 



Physical 
Resources 



Hardware 
Resources 



Software 
Resources 



Priority 
Rating 
(0-10) 



V HF-1 
HF-2 
HF-3 

W . 

I 

,'; L-2 

L-3 

CR-1 

CR-2 

CR-3 

EE-1 

EE-2 

EE-3 . 

S-1 

S-2 

S-3 

H-l' 

H-2 

H-3 
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COMMITMENT TO CHANGE 



This criterion can be used • dcteirnine the degree to which 

"relevant publics" are committed to eliminating the discrepancy between 
the present state of affair^ (PSA) and valued future state of affairs (FSA) • 
It is based on the assumption that needs involving change to which "relevant 
publics" have a positive commitment should be given higher priority than 
needs involving change to which "relevant publics" have no commitment or a 
negative commitment- As used here, commitment should be thought of as having 
both positive and negative dimensions, A positive commitment to change re- 
flects the degree to which "relevant publics" will facilitate the process 
of meeting a need, A negative commitment to change reflects the degree to 
which "relevant publics" will resist the process of meeting a need. At the 
center of this continuum is a point where "relevant publics" will neither 
facilitate nor resist change. 

Relevant publics can include (1) community residents, (2) elected 
public officials, (3) non-elected community leaders, (A) other individuals 
whose commitment to change is considered important to your group, or (5) 
combinations of the above. 

.In order to use this criterion you will need to (1) identify who you 
consider your relevant publics to be, (2) decide the relative importance 
you wish to attach to the commitment of each relevant public (This decision 
should be based on the degree to which the commitment of a particular relevant 
public will affect your ability to meet a need), and (3) collect from each 
relevant public information which will allow you to rate their commitment 
in relation to each need. 

The assignment of ratings should be made and priority ratings interpreted 
using the scale below: 
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T" 
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10 



Relevant public 

will 
actively resist 
this change • 



Relevant public 
will 

neither facilitate 
nor resist 
this change 

-or- 
they will do 
^qual amounts 
of each. 



Relevant public: 
will 

actively facilitate 
this change. 



If more than one relevant public is involved, the formula below 
should be used to determine the priority rating for each need. 



Priority rating = 



Sum of ratings for each need 
Sum of weights 
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COMMITMENT TO CHANGE WORKSHEET 



Meeds 



Coimltment by Relevant Publics 



Priority 

Sum of Sum of Rating 
Ratings Weights (0-10) 



# Weight=X_ 



Weight=X_ 



Welght=X_ 



HF-1 
HF-2 
HF-3 

L-2 

L-3 

CR-1 

CR-2 

CR-3 

EE-1 

EE-2 

EE-3 

S-1 

S-2 

S-3 

H-1 

H-2 
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